1/ READING CANONICAL TEXTS
One of the most important developments of the history of religion in the imperial Roman period is the substitution of sacrifi cial religious practices by reading practices, as argued by Guy Stroumsa in his book on the end of sacrifi ce.
1 Christian cult, which had developed as other ritual towards miniaturization and towards replacing sacrifi ce by memory of sacrifi ce 2 could only thus function by the possibility to refer to sacrifi ces in texts. This is not to argue for any previous unseen sacrifi cial interpretation on such a basis. There is enough of sacrifi ce in the Bible to render void such a claim. But there is much more going on in many texts than replacement, spiritualisation, or memory. Across religious boundaries-that appear to have been much less strong and clear as usually supposed-texts engaged with contemporary religious practices, cross-fertilizing different traditions and thus leading to surprising innovations.
By accepting the communis opinio of a Roman origin of the tractate or sermon to the "Hebrews" at the end of the fi rst or beginning of the second century AD, 3 this paper tries to argue such an innovation and engagement with contemporary religious practices across textual traditions for a text from the inner canon of Christian writings with all the consequences in reception for the centuries to come by such a privileged status. The dating implies an educated Jewish audience raised in late Neronian or Flavian times and informed by Roman culture as expressed in public buildings, images and rituals. Without disregarding the intertextual relationship to Scripture, 4 "Hebrews" is thus analyzed in terms of contemporary urban religion.
Even if the sacrifi cial metaphor (προσφšρειν δîρα, θυσ…αι) is very important for the sermon, my special attention is given to the priestly roles involved in the transcendental sacrifi cial scenario. These are compared to the prominent role of pontifex maximus of the Roman emperors and to the developments of major public priesthoods towards the end of the fi rst century AD. Such a look promises a deepened understanding of the cultural setting of the text and the interaction of its audience with the institutional setting of Rome, of which any audience in the Roman Empire would be part in institutional and in cultural terms. This is hardly late antiquity, but it is an analysis of one of the fundamental texts responsible for the shape of late antique Christianities. Despite this history of reception, I regard the genesis of the text as much a date of the history of Roman Judaism as Christianity.
2/ DETERMINING CONTEXTS
Obviously, New Testament as well as classical scholars like me are struck by the massive presence of sacerdotal semantics, a Jesuology (to remain careful) centring around the fi gure of a heavenly high priest in the anonymous text called "Ad Hebraeos". The results of 'Quellenforschung' could be summed up like this: Using the pentateuchal description of priestly service in "Exodus" and "Numeri", especially focusing on atonement rituals, and Psalm 110 (109 LXX), 5 With only a few obvious clues present in the text, hypotheses about its setting and the presuppositions for any interpretation move in a hermeneutic circle. Our placing of the text infl uences our reconstruction of possible associations of contemporary readers, or better: hearers. Given the few clues of the text regarding place and time of its production or addressees, I have to proceed on hypotheses. Domitian time is an easy, though-I repeat-hypothetical choice, 9 and I extend this period to include the early Trajanic period, too. The most reliable evidence for a terminus ante quem is the quotation or rather direct borrowing by 1 Clem 36.2-6, most probably dated between 90 and 120 AD.
10 Some of my arguments, I have to stress, depend on this decision in dating. Rome or Italy are the most probable among the few feeble possibilities as far as the place is concerned; in the fi nal line (13.24) the senders are identifi ed as people "who are from Italy" (apò tês Italías).
11 My argument does not depend on this choice, but it is helped very much.
Roman religion has not featured prominently among New Testament scholars. Following a proud nineteenth-century distinction, happily elaborated by classical scholars of the twentieth century, exegetics from the Religionsgeschichtliche Schule onwards have restricted their interest to what slowly ceases to be called "oriental religions" 12 and Greek philosophy. The history-of-religion approach in recent commentaries on "Hebrews" checks for instance the Septuagint (in particular Ps 8) and the Old Testament traditions of Acta 7 the Pauline theology and contemporary Jewish apocalyptic (4 Ezra, 1 Enoch), but the priestly fi gure "remains a riddle". Stuttgart 1998, 7-11. 18. For the latter and his underrated reception see Urner 1993, 319. enthusiastic image conveyed by the poets Martial (who, however, never had direct access to the emperor) 19 and Statius was more representative of popular feeling than the formers' accusations, even if the poets' readership has to be surmised in the ranks of an upper class rather than the larger populace directly addressed by Domitian with the help of games and military spectacles rather than the employment of poets.
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Vespasianus' and Titus' destruction of the temple of Jerusalem are of larger importance. The Romans' ending of centralized Jewish sacrifi cial ritual and the factual disappearance of the priesthood offered an important instigation to refl ect about this area of religious practice and to develop it into a resource of powerful symbols and imagination. Evidently, that would have been an important precondition for the engagement with related developments in Roman religion. A Jewish audience would have been used-and opposed-to emperor worship from Hellenistic times onwards. The Flavian innovations and intensifi cations in this area 21 would have been noticed, even if not welcomed in the manner refl ected in, for example, Statius' poems. 22 Yet the image of the emperor was shaped by many a role; being god-like was just one element in it. Others, political, patronage, military, cultural roles were fundamental, even through the lenses, the perspective offered by emperor worship. Religious roles, and in particular sacerdotal roles, were among them. 23 People were able to react differently to changes in these roles-this is another hypothesis that I need and hope to make plausible. My reference to the image of Domitian has already paved the way for my thesis. In taking up traditions from the Tenakh, the author of "Hebrews" with brilliant rhetoric paints the image of heavenly Jesus-or more precisely Iesus Dei fi lius, to translate the Greek formulation at the start of the central part of the sermon (4.14: Iêsoûn tòn uíon toû theoû) as a priest who is in concurrence with the supreme priest embodied by the earthly emperor-and, of course, winning. The emperor cannot challenge transcendent sacrifi ce and priestly honours.
My demonstration of this thesis will be developed in three steps. First, I try to make plausible that the priestly role of the second and third Flavian emperors was a threat to the eagerness of the Jewish group following Jesus. Second, I try to make plausible that "Hebrews'" sacerdotology tackled this problem. And thirdly I am going to explain a few corollaries of my thesis.
3/ CHANGING CONCEPTS OF PRIESTHOOD
As was usual for princes and indeed many nobles, Titus and Domitianus became members of public priesthoods at a comparatively young age. Titus was co-opted into, as it was said, "all colleges" in AD 71, that would imply membership of the pontiffs, augurs, Quindecimviri sacris faciundis, responsible for the Sibyline Books, and the Septemviri Epulones as a minimum. 24 Perhaps at the same time, certainly by the year 73 Domitian was co-opted into the same colleges and among the Arval brethren.
25 Such a membership demanded occasional presence; the formal dress was identical to the toga praetexta worn by magistrates in offi ce. Visibility of the priestly role, hence, was restricted to a few ritual events.
From Augustus onwards, the acclamation as emperor had led to an additional honour, the election to the offi ce of pontifex maximus, the only of the many religious offi ces that became an element of full imperial titulature. Formally, this was just the head of the large pontifi cal college, 27 but the offi ce entailed certain prerogatives towards other priests and was opened to plebeians and made a subject of a specifi c sort of popular election from the third century BC onwards.
28 Caesar entered into this offi ce four years before his fi rst consulship, Augustus did without it for the fi rst quarter of a century of his reign. Even if it became afterwards a standard component of the extended form of imperial nomenclature, it is extremely diffi cult to relate specifi c actions to this offi ce. Nearly everything we associate with religious policy of the emperors had nothing to do with the offi ce of pontifex maximus, transliterated to Greek as pontiphex maximos or translated as archiereus or archiereus megistos. This holds true down to the reinterpretation of the offi ce by the emperor Julian in the 360s.
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There were, however, exceptions. Titus was the fi rst, as Suetonius in his biography, written by the 120s, 30 relates in an astonishing phrase. Probably suffering from bad press, on entering the supreme pontifi cate, probably a few months after his accession to the throne, he made a declaration that he would keep his hands pure and promised that he would rather die himself than killing anybody else:
Pontifi catum maximum ideo se professus accipere ut puras seruaret manus, fi dem praestitit, nec auctor posthac cuiusquam necis nec conscius, quamuis interdum ulciscendi causa non deesset, sed periturum se potius quam perditurum adiurans (Suet. Tit. 9.1).
"Having declared that he would accept the offi ce of pontifex maximus for the purpose of keeping his hands unstained, he was true to his promise; for after that he neither caused nor connived at the death of any man, although he sometimes had no lack of reasons for taking vengeance; but he swore that he would rather be killed than kill" (trsl. J.C. Rolfe, Loeb Library).
Magistrates had to swear an oath (iusiurandum) on the laws within fi ve days of entering offi ce; there is no other evidence for elected priests having to perform the like. The connection of priestly offi ces with ethics is not a new one in Roman culture, Livy in his history of Rome relates an event of the year 209 BC, when an unwilling noble, a Gaius Valerius Flaccus, was forced into the offi ce of fl amen fi alis by the pontifex maximus -and changed his way of life as a consequence.
31 Yet, purus, "clean" is occasionally used of ritual purity of instruments or animals (Paul. wide repercussions that transcended historiography; a reference to his personal role in the investigation as an explorator might be found in Statius' Silvae.
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Another incidence that would be most easily related to the offi ce of the supreme pontiff concerned the dealing with a member of the pontifi cal college, the fl amen dialis. Witness is born by the contemporary Plutarch's "Roman Questions" (50):
"Why did the priest of Jupiter (fl amen dialis) resign his offi ce if his wife died, as Ateius has recorded? Is it because ... Or is it because the wife assists her husband in the rites, so that many of them cannot be performed without the wife's presence, and for a man who has lost his wife to marry again immediately is neither possible perhaps nor otherwise seemly? Wherefore it was formerly illegal for the fl amen to divorce his wife; and it is still, as it seems, illegal, but in my day Domitian once permitted it on petition. The priests were present at that ceremony of divorce and performed many horrible, strange, and gloomy rites."
Further evidence, overlooked so far, is given by the inscription of an altar dedicated to Volcanus. The lex of the altar presents itself as the reinvigoration of an annual vote instituted at the time of the Neronian fi re at Rome. Here, the wording of the inscription clearly differentiates between the emperor Domitian, who dedicated the altar, the annually changing offi cial who has to perform the rite, and the pontifex maximus Domitian, who constituted the sacral regulation (CIL 6, 826 = 6, 
It is the supreme pontiff who sets the regulations (constituit).
Other activities cannot be related to the offi ce of pontifex maximus, 36 but attest to a degree of religious activities that was unknown to earlier emperors since Augustus. Suetonius mentions the founding of a new priestly college related to the cult of Minerva (4.4) 37 and a new dress for the sodales Flaviales and the fl amen dialis. 38 The founding of the new Capitolian agon is to be related to the year 86, in 88 Domitian had secular games organized, again using coins to broadcast his religious activities; the series with different ritual details is truly exceptional.
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It is not only the number of newly founded games or temples 40 Domitian has to be credited with the rebuilding of the Capitol, the so-called Forum Transitorium, the completion of the domus aurea and the Flavian amphitheatre ("Colosseum") 41 -but it is the visibility of religious offi ces that must be seen as characteristic of his reign and the time immediately preceding. 42 Not only did he survive the civil war of 69 in the guise of an Isiac priest (1.2), 43 but he also published an edict prohibiting the sacrifi ce of cattle during the absence of Vespasianus (9.1): Whatever the exact content and circumstances, Suetonius' anecdote points to a very particular public image of Domitian, giving him a specifi c religious aura as a religious actor, not only as a recipient of ruler cult.
In analyzing the religion of the Flavian period, historical research has not stressed the emperors' priestly offi ces, but the veneration of the emperor, imperial cult. It is especially the work of Duncan Fishwick that has given clear chronological shape to the development of this type of cult during the empire, based on literary as well as archaeological and in particular inscriptional evidence. For the ruler cult, in an empire-wide perspective, "the Flavian era is ... the most signifi cant period since its origins under Augustus", now including the living emperor from the start. 44 Without a noble and urban background, the new dynasty stressed ruler cult as a vehicle for legitimacy and authority (ibid., 96). This included Titus' new sodales Flaviales and temple of divus Vespasianus as his brother's inclusion of deifi ed Titus into these projects.
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I do not wish to even sketch Flavian ruler cult, but rather highlight a few motifs that might be relevant for our understanding of "Hebrews". Stress is laid on the presence, the closeness of the divine emperor in comparison to other gods: humanos propior Iove digerit actus says Statius, "he who nearer than Jove directs the doings of mankind" (Stat. Silv. 5.1.38), 46 In the context of imperial Judaeo-Christian history, "ruler cult" tends to immediately produce images of images being venerated by sacrifi ce, undue veneration of human beings putting off any reasonable man. This is very much a provincial perspective, the presence of the emperor being reduced to statues. Statues played an important role at Rome, too, but they served to enforce a presence of an emperor personally visible on many occasions, to the few as to the populace. In their poems, Domitian's contemporaries Statius and Martial
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-fl atterers, maybe, but highly valued poets at the same time-paint the image of a popular emperor-maybe charismatic more by offi ce than personality-, construing his imperial authority by use of religious media, too. Religious language and devotion is a genuine means of answering to this, the top of rhetorical fl attery and genuine admiration, grateful and awesome at the same time. Honouring somebody above average meant to get to the inventory of honouring the gods, to replace bronze by gold statues, to move the statue inside a temple, to compare actions not with other human ones but with those of the gods. Glamour and eccentricity, visibility and arrogance might have put off members of the old elites and some intellectuals -criticism and executions are attested and elite historiographers like Tacitus indulged in such opposition and make us love their narratives and insinuations. But why should researchers living in today's society doubt such phenomena's attractiveness to a majority of contemporaries?
In such a perspective, imperial cult should not be seen in isolation. For the emperors, receiving cult and performing cult are necessary complements. Königshausen & Neumann, 2003, 224-248, esp. 232-6. importance of the religious fi eld and invited its being treated by others. Filling religious roles was, as I have shown in the beginning, part of the stock of public political roles, even before the imperial age. The competition with precursors and possible co-runners led to modifi cation, intensifi cation and innovation. Augustus fi lled and stressed a wide range of religious roles, not all related to priestly functions: The important role of the emperor as performer of sacrifi ce was not usually dependent on a sacerdotal offi ce. Titus' and Domitian's stress on the supreme pontifi cate must be seen as an innovation.
Whereas the other priestly colleges stressed equality-and hence forced the emperor to communicate by letters and reduce their presence to rare occasions as secular games (this holds true for the Quindecimviri sacris faciundis)-the pontifex maximus could act on his own on many occasions. A century of principate had made it the prerogative of the emperor and the only religious offi ce visible in standard titulature. Severe problems remained: the visibility of the role was, as I have shown, restricted and had to be realized by actions both cruel and spectacular such as punishing Vestals.
The potential of the offi ce-in contrast to being augur, pontiff, vir epulonum, fetial or sodalis, now an offi ce without rivals-is demonstrated by a contemporary in a text addressing a successor of Domitian's; it is demonstrated in Pliny's panegyric on Trajan (AD 98-117), a speech held on the 1 st September 100 and published in a considerably enlarged form probably in the year following. Very few passages name the pontifi cate of the emperor (who is gratefully addressed for the transferral of the consulate), but the three of them are highly signifi cant. 49 Stressing the modesty of the emperor,
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Pliny employs the titulature to contrast the sitting consul with the emperor standing before him: 66-103, esp. 78-82. 50. An important strategy in this as in earlier panegyrics, see ibid., 78.
again and again ask myself, whether I see or hear: For the Imperator and Caesar and the august supreme pontiff stand before the lap of the consul, and the consul sat while the princeps was standing before him and he sat untroubled and without fear and as if that was usual."
Many modern editions introduce a further "and" (et) between Augustus and pontifex maximus, but that would spoil the triple expression (as employed in 88.7 and 10). In other passages Pliny uses the adjectival force of augustus, he plays with the comparative augustior (8.3; 52.1; 60.2; 71.4), hence an adjectival use should not be excluded here. It is this conjunction that expresses the climactic structure, giving the highest possible qualifi cation of the princeps, "the fi rst man", a religious ring, implicated as much in augustus as in pontifex. It is the priestly offi ce that removes the emperor from the world of ordinary man more than anything else.
Equally important is that the refl ection about the fi ttingness of Trajan's wife is conceptualized with reference to this priesthood: The religious ring of the context is visible in the term sanctius and even antiquius. Pliny implies that among all offi ces held by Traian, it is the supreme pontifi cate that involves the highest standards and hence is suitable to judge whether the wife is matching the qualities of the emperor.
These observations are confi rmed in the fi nal prayer to Iuppiter (c. 94). Referring to the adoption by Nerva (AD 96-98), Pliny formulates: It is in the role of the supreme pontiff that Trajan entertains the direct contact to the polity's highest god. Avoiding functional political terms, it is the concept of being a son that describes the most intimate relationship to the predecessor, the concept of fatherhood-of course referring to the offi cial title of pater patriae-that describes the most intimate relationship with the people, and the concept of the supreme pontiff, that describes the most intimate relationship with the god of somebody, who equals the gods already in his ability to answer prayers. 51 On the basis of our knowledge of the Flavian period and their strategies of legitimacy sketched above, Pliny, writing at the very beginning of a new reign, might have modifi ed, but basically must have based his speech on patterns established before. 
4/ SACERDOTOLOGY IN "HEBREWS"
My attempt to read "Hebrews" as a reaction to the Flavian period-as we are used to read Pliny-takes its justifi cation not only from the originality of the canonical sermon's priestly images, but from a peculiar observation. The development of the high priest theologumenon in "Hebrews" starts with an expression that is quite unusual (4.14):
"Eχοντες οâν ¢ρχιερšα μšγαν διεληλυθÒτα τοÝς οÙρανοÚς, 'Iησοàν τÕν υƒÕν τοà θεοà, κρατîμεν τÁς Ðμολογ…ας.
"Therefore, since we have a great high priest who has passed through the heavens, Jesus the son of God, let us hold fast the confession."
Archiereus megas (Hebr 4.14) is not the title of the high priest used in the Septuaginta, the Greek version used elsewhere, 53 that normally uses hiereus megas. Biblically used in 1 Macc 13.42 only, the phrase must be judged exceptional. 54 As archiereus megistos is the standard expression for pontifex maximus-archiereus being used for local or provincial chief priests-a reference or better: a semantic signal asking for refl ection on one of the most commonly known offi ces of the time must be inferred.
Such a reference would not be exceptional. Without laying stress on these passages, Koester has pointed to a number of passages 51. Levene 1997 , 81. 52. Cf. Nauta 2002 that imply differences to contemporary Roman practices or claim comparable status for Jesus. In fact, the sermon starts with titulature, onoma (1.4). 55 It stresses the divine transferral of the offi ce 56 instead of the self-arrogation of the offi ce (5.4 f.): 57 καˆ οÙχ ˜αυτù τις λαμβ£νει τ¾ν τιμ¾ν ¢λλ¦ καλοÚμενος ØπÕ τοà θεοà καθèσπερ κα… ' Aαρèν. 5 ΟÛτως καˆ Ð ΧριστÕς οÙχ ˜αυτÕν ™δÒξασεν γενηθÁναι ¢ρχιερšα ¢λλ' Ð λαλ»σας πρÕς αÙτÒν· υƒÒς μου ε σÚ, ™γë σ»μερον γεγšννηκ£ σεֹ "And one does not take the honor for himself, but is called by God, just as Aaron was. (5) So also Christ did not glorify himself so as to become high priest; rather it was he who said to him, You are my Son, I have begotten you today."
The uniqueness of the priestly offi ce (7.11-19) could be contrasted with the plurality of Roman priesthoods (359) even held by the same emperor. Jesus makes new ways metaphorically as Domitian (especially in his last years) did literally (10.20; 448) . The heavenly sanctuary (tes skenes tes alethines, 8.2) is not man-made as the many urban temples (381). Perhaps even the-now I quote the Latin of the Vulgata-testamenti sponsor (7.22) could have a contemporary reference, as Suetonius transmitted Domitian's excessive demand for heredities in the context of his dealing with the Jews (Domit. 12.2). In the posthumous panegyric on the successor Trajan, Pliny refers to Domitian's avaritious and illegal dealing with others' testaments and contrasts the new Trajanic practice of respecting testaments (39-40). There is no Tenakh parallel for this latter phrase, as there is no oath-taking of the high priest in Exodus 28: 58 The image of Jesus' priesthood is informed by contemporary institutions rather than by Scripture.
To develop a Jesuology of a heavenly priestly offi ce replies to a recent political development, but concentrates on an aspect that would allow to frame the derogative comparison of the emperor-a potentially capital crime-in a strictly religious language. Focussing on the supreme pontifi cate of the emperor (recently stressed by 55. Koester 2001, 187 Vespasian's sons) does not only potentially reinterpret the Flavian destruction of the Jerusalem temple perhaps commemorated on the occasion of the homily (see below). This recent religious development in the city of Rome enabled the author of "Hebrews" to counter the attractiveness of the towering fi gure of the emperor on like terms. Priestly offi ces are compared. Given the complex composition of Domitian's (like later emperors') earthly and divine status, the argument grew complex and led to inconsistencies: The shifting between the earthly and the heavenly high priest was necessary to locate the argument within the Jewish tradition and to establish the high priest of the Pentateuch as the competing offi ce. The fact that already the dim tradition of Melchisedek combined a priestly offi ce with kingship may have invited the choice of it. At the same time this offi ce, temporarily obliterated by Titus, had to be transgressed towards an incomparable heavenly offi ce, held by the son of god, Iesus dei fi lius.
"Son of god" was valid for Domitian, too, and thus the author of the sermon specifi ed (1,6): Óταν δ π£λιν ε"σαγ£γÄ η τÕν πρωτÒτοκον ε"ς τ¾ν ο"κουμšνην, λšγει· καˆ προσκυνησ£τωσαν αÙτù π£ντες ¥γγελοι θεοà.
"And when, again, he brings the fi rstborn into the world, he says, And let all the angels of God bow down before him."
The term πρωτÒτοκον, fi rstborn-followed by ε"ς τ»ν ο"κουμšνην (1.6)-does not only take up a known Christological title as used in 1 Col 1.18 or Rom 8.29, 59 but gives it a political ring. Domitian, by all means, was born in second place, only.
Confronting Jesus and the living emperor (of course for reasons of criminal law never referred to explicitly or even by name), however, need not and could not lead to a concurrence in megalomania. Rhetorically, just the opposite could be useful.
60 "Hebrews" stresses the humanity, the compassion of the son (e.g. 2.11-18) even in relationship to the offi ce (4.15):
οÙ γ¦ρ oeχομεν ¢ρχιερšα μ¾ δυν£μενον συμπαθÁσαι τα‹ς ¢σθενε…-αις ¹μîν, πεπειρασμšνον δ κατ¦ π£ντα καθ' ÐμοιÒτητα χωρˆς ¡μαρτ… ας. "Never shall we fl atter him as a god, never as a divinity. We do not speak of a tyrant, but of a citizen, not of a lord, but of a father. 'I am one of you' (did he say) ..."
Again, this is a reference to Domitian's having himself addressed as dominus et deus (see above), but again it is implying expectations of an audience that might have been shared by "Hebrews'" addressees: Legitimacy by sonship is important, but a follower of Jesus cannot hope to have the crucifi ed win a concurrence in mere divinity. To the contrary, compassion and closeness was an argument. 61 The role of the highest priest must have been a standard set by Domitian-and failed by the same to the judgment of at least the upper class. Otherwise, Pliny would not have dwelled on it in crucial passages of his speech. "Hebrews" followed the same route in opening the eyes of the audience to the standing of their own idol (and I quote and recontextualise Koester): "Rather than rejecting the importance of a high priest, "Hebrews" declares that in Christ we have a great priest (10:21), thereby giving the Christian community a distinctive focus for its identity", 62 distinctive, as I should like to add, since competitive.
It might be noted that the earliest possible testimony of reception, 1 Clemens, uses the high priest title of Jesus Christ in the phrase archiereus kai prostates, in Latin: Pontifex et patronus (36.1; 61. 3), associating military structures in the following chapter (37) . In using the title of high priest, Clemens Romanus obviously associated the combination of contemporary roles realized by the emperor. 
5/ CONCLUSION
My reasoning had to remain hypothetical throughout. It is not a result, but a more fully elaborated version of my thesis that is going to conclude my arguments. If Gelardini is right in assuming a Tisha be-Av dating for the homily of "Hebrews", 63 the commemoration of the destruction of the second temple could bring out differences between the group addressed and its Roman environment-Roman certainly in a political, perhaps even in a geographical sense. The group constituted an audience that was in danger of losing in eagerness, if it has been rightly observed that "Hebrews" addresses "a certain weariness in pursuing the Christian goal" 64 rather than in fear under the impact of persecution; even apostasy was considered a real danger by the author. 65 The rhetorical strategy aimed not at radical dichotomy and incompatibility, but at concurrence on equal terms, taking seriously the religious dimension of the non-Jewish environment. 66 The message is: We have a sort of pontifex maximus, too (echein archierea, 8.1), but it is a better one, 67 it is sworn by god, it is eternal and present 68 -the son remains the son and will not be replaced by his brother. Such a contemporary reference clearly does not exclude the drawing on the early theologumenon of the son, but questions certain far-reaching explanations on "Hebrews'" thinking. 69 The implication of this rhetoric need not be spelled out:
Sacrifi cial cult monopolized in heaven renders earthly sacrifi ce superfl uous. This is cult criticism in cultic language. 70 For Roman historians my reading of "Hebrews" would be a welcome document for the non-senatorial view of Domitian's reign, for classical philologists an interesting parallel to Pliny's rhetorical strategy in his panegyric on Trajan. For a historian of religion it is an instance of the intensive interaction and open boundaries in the complex religious ecology of the Roman Empire. 71 After all, even sacrifi ce in the beyond is a kind of sacrifi ce.
